3.  The head pulley was about 30 inches in diameter and consisted of a
motor, a feed belt drive and a gear reducer.  It was surrounded by a work
platform and was about 30 feet above the plant's surface.  A 50-foot walkway
ran parallel to the belt between the tail pulley on the plant surface and
the head pulley and provided the only access to the work platform.  A small
stairway led to the walkway at the lower end.  A "no entry" sign was at the
top of the stairs, on a detachable chain that went across the landing.  This
was put there to keep out unauthorized personnel.

4.   A waist-high handrailing extended along the perimeter of the work
platform and the outside of the walkway.  There was no rail between the con-
veyor belt and the walkway or between the work platform and the pinch point,
where the belt revolves around the head pulley.  The walkway and work platform
were constructed of metal grating and exposed to the weather.

5*  Robert Rons, the plant superintendent, traveled on the platform about
twice a week for a visual inspection of the head pulley while the conveyor was
running.  It was his practice not to move closer than 20 to 24 inches from the
pulley.  If he needed to get closer, he would first notify the plant operator
to shut down the conveyor.  The plant operator went up on the platform about
twice a week to grease the head pulley and, as needed, to perform repairs and
maintenance.  The evidence indicates that the operator went on the platform
only when the conveyor was not running.  The above two personnel were the only
ones authorized to detach the chain and go onto the platform.  However, in
the absence of the plant superintendent, ano'ther employee would be required
to inspect the head pulley.

6.  On May 24, 1979, Inspector Richard J. Ogden inspected the plant
including the conveyor belts, the dredge, mobile equipment and the shop and
maintenance areas.  He was accompanied by Mr. Rohs and Mr. Perrine.

7.   The inspector observed that, at the head pulley, the pinch point
between the belt and head pulley was unguarded.

8.   On May 24, 1979, Inspector Ogden issued Citation No. 363006 to
Respondent, reading in part:  "The head pulley of the main belt conveyor was
not guarded.11 The cited condition was abated on June 5, 1979, by installing
a perforated screen as a guard.

9.   At the time of the inspection, there was no emergency switch at the
head pulley and no  stop cord on the conveyor.  It was the inspector's opin-
ion that, without a railing between the work platform and the pinch point,

an employee could be severely injured by becoming caught in the moving
machinery parts.

10.  He considered such an injury was unlikely because work was seldom
performed in the cited area while the belt was operating.  He saw no one using
the walkway during the inspection.

11.  Inspector Ogden also believed that Respondent could not have pre-
dicted the alleged violation.  The plant had been inspected by MESA and MSHApart and had sloughed and filled with rock and rock
